
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12066 December 1, 2009 
of that approach. If there are honest 
amendments offered in good faith, de-
bated, and brought for a vote, that is 
what the Senate is about. But if we 
continue to delay indefinitely the con-
sideration of these amendments, our 
patience will grow thin, and we will 
have to move this toward a point where 
the bill is honestly considered. 

f 

FURTHER CHANGES TO S. CON. 
RES. 13 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, section 
301 of S. Con. Res. 13, the 2010 budget 
resolution, permits the chairman of the 
Senate Budget Committee to adjust 
the allocations of a committee or com-
mittees, aggregates, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in the resolu-
tion, and make adjustments to the pay- 
as-you-go scorecard, for legislation 
that is deficit-neutral over 11 years, re-
duces excess cost growth in health care 
spending, is fiscally responsible over 
the long term, and fulfills at least one 
of eight other conditions listed in the 
reserve fund. 

I have already made one adjustment 
pursuant to section 301(a) on November 
21, for S.A. 2786, the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute to 
H.R. 3590. I now file further changes to 
S. Con. Res. 13 pursuant to section 
301(a) for S.A. 2791, an amendment to 
clarify provisions relating to first dol-
lar coverage for preventive services for 
women. I find that that in conjunction 
with S.A. 2786, this amendment also 
satisfies the conditions of the deficit- 
neutral reserve fund to transform and 
modernize American’s health care sys-
tem. Therefore, pursuant to section 
301(a), I am further revising the aggre-
gates in the 2010 budget resolution, as 
well as the allocation to the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
following revisions to S. Con. Res. 13 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2010—S. CON. RES. 13; FURTHER REVISIONS TO 
THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO SECTION 
301(a) DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO TRANS-
FORM AND MODERNIZE AMERICA’S HEALTH CARE SYS-
TEM 

[In billions of dollars] 

Section 101 
(1)(A) Federal Revenues: 

FY 2009– .......................................................................... 1,532.579 
FY 2010– .......................................................................... 1,623.888 
FY 2011 – ......................................................................... 1,944.811 
FY 2012 – ......................................................................... 2,145.815 
FY 2013– .......................................................................... 2,322.897 
FY 2014 ............................................................................. 2,560.448 

(1)(B) Change in Federal Revenues: 
FY 2009– .......................................................................... 0.008 
FY 2010– .......................................................................... ¥42.098 
FY 2011 – ......................................................................... ¥143.820 
FY 2012 – ......................................................................... ¥214.578 
FY 2013– .......................................................................... ¥192.440 
FY 2014 ............................................................................. ¥73.210 

(2) New Budget Authority: 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 3,675.736 
FY 2010– .......................................................................... 2,910.707 
FY 2011 – ......................................................................... 2,842.766 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2010—S. CON. RES. 13; FURTHER REVISIONS TO 
THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO SECTION 
301(a) DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO TRANS-
FORM AND MODERNIZE AMERICA’S HEALTH CARE SYS-
TEM—Continued 

[In billions of dollars] 

FY 2012 – ......................................................................... 2,829.808 
FY 2013 – ......................................................................... 2,983.128 
FY 2014– .......................................................................... 3,193.887 

(3) Budget Outlays: 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 3,358.952 
FY 2010– .......................................................................... 3,021.741 
FY 2011 – ......................................................................... 2,966.921 
FY 2012 – ......................................................................... 2,863.655 
FY 2013 – ......................................................................... 2,989.852 
FY 2014 – ......................................................................... 3,179.437 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2010—S. CON. RES. 13; FURTHER REVISIONS TO 
THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO SECTION 
301(a) DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO TRANS-
FORM AND MODERNIZE AMERICA’S HEALTH CARE SYS-
TEM 

[In millions of dollars] 

Current Allocation to Senate Finance Committee: 
FY 2009 Budget Authority ................................................ 1,178,757 
FY 2009 Outlays ––– ....................................................... 1,166,970 
FY 2010 Budget Authority –– .......................................... 1,249,836 
FY 2010 Outlays ––– ....................................................... 1,249,342 
FY 2010–2014 Budget Authority – .................................. 6,824,797 
FY 2010–2014 Outlays –– ............................................... 6,818,905 

Adjustments: 
FY 2009 Budget Authority ................................................ 0 
FY 2009 Outlays ––– ...................................................... 0 
FY 2010 Budget Authority –– .......................................... 0 
FY 2010 Outlays – ............................................................ 0 
FY 2010–2014 Budget Authority – .................................. 20 
FY 2010–2014 Outlays –– ............................................... 20 

Revised Allocation to Senate Finance Committee: 
FY 2009 Budget Authority ................................................ 1,178,757 
FY 2009 Outlays ––– ....................................................... 1,166,970 
FY 2010 Budget Authority – ............................................. 1,249,836 
FY 2010 Outlays ––– ....................................................... 1,249,342 
FY 2010–2014 Budget Authority – .................................. 6,824,817 
FY 2010–2014 Outlays –– ............................................... 6,818,925 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to a pe-
riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CARTAGENA LANDMINE BAN 
TREATY REVIEW CONFERENCE 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to 
speak briefly on a subject that many 
Members of Congress—Democrats and 
Republicans—have had an abiding in-
terest in over the years. 

Throughout this week, delegates 
from countries around the world will 
gather in Cartagena, Colombia, to par-
ticipate in the Second Review Con-
ference of the Convention on the Prohi-
bition of the Use, Stockpiling, Produc-
tion and Transfer of Anti-Personnel 
Mines and on Their Destruction. 

The Cartagena review conference 
would have been the perfect oppor-
tunity for the Obama administration 
to announce its intention to join the 
156 other nations that are parties to 
the treaty, including our coalition al-
lies in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

In fact, every member of NATO and 
every country in our hemisphere, ex-

cept Cuba, is a party to the treaty. The 
United States is one of only 37 coun-
tries that have not joined, along with 
Russia and China. 

By announcing our intention to join 
the treaty in Cartagena, this adminis-
tration would have signaled to the rest 
of the world that the United States is 
finally showing the leadership that has 
been wanting on these indiscriminate 
weapons that maim and kill thousands 
of innocent people every year. 

The U.S. military is the most power-
ful in the world. Yet we have seen how 
civilian casualties in Afghanistan have 
become one of the most urgent and 
pressing concerns of our military com-
manders, where bombs that missed 
their targets and other mistakes have 
turned the populace against us. 

Despite this, one of the arguments 
the Pentagon makes for resisting calls 
to join the Mine Ban Treaty is to pre-
serve its option to use landmines in Af-
ghanistan, even though we have not 
used these indiscriminate weapons 
since 1991. 

Since the Pentagon has never volun-
tarily given up any weapon, including 
poison gas, which President Woodrow 
Wilson renounced in 1925, perhaps this 
is to be expected. 

But can anyone imagine the United 
States using landmines in Afghanistan, 
a country where more civilians have 
been killed or horribly injured from 
mines than any other in history? 

A country which, like our coalition 
partners, is itself a party to the treaty? 

A country where if we used mines 
and civilians were killed or injured the 
public outcry in Afghanistan and 
around the world would be deafening? 

Can anyone imagine this President, 
who has been awarded the Nobel Peace 
Prize which only a few years ago was 
awarded to the International Campaign 
to Ban Landmines, having to publicly 
defend such a decision? 

I wonder if anyone at the Pentagon 
has thought of the military and polit-
ical implications of that. 

Last Tuesday, the State Department 
spokesman announced that the admin-
istration had completed a review on its 
landmine policy and had decided to 
continue supporting the Bush adminis-
tration’s policy, which was, in key as-
pects, a retreat from the policy of 
President Clinton. 

This was a surprise to me and others, 
as I had encouraged the administration 
to conduct such a review and then 
heard nothing for months. In fact, I 
had spoken personally with President 
Obama about it just a few weeks be-
fore. 

I did not hesitate to express my dis-
appointment, as did many others. 
Thereafter the State Department cor-
rected itself, and announced that a 
‘‘comprehensive review’’ is continuing 
and reaffirmed its earlier decision to 
send a team of observers to the 
Cartagena review conference this week. 

It is unfortunate that the State De-
partment spokesman misspoke. How-
ever, the administration’s approach to 
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this issue until this past weekend had 
been cursory, half-hearted, and deeply 
disappointing to those of us who ex-
pected a serious, thorough reexamina-
tion of this issue. 

One hopes that an administration 
that portrays itself as a global leader 
on issues of humanitarian law and 
arms control recognizes this is an op-
portunity. 

A serious review should begin by ex-
amining the extensive history of the 
negotiations that led to the treaty, and 
the technical issues that were debated 
and addressed. 

It should involve consulting our al-
lies, like Great Britain and Canada, 
whose militaries have operated in ac-
cordance with the treaty’s obligations 
for a decade, including with our forces 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, to determine 
what their experience has been. 

It should involve consulting with the 
Pentagon, of course, but also with re-
tired senior U.S. military officers and 
diplomats, many of whom have ex-
pressed support for the treaty. 

It should involve consulting with 
Members of Congress, and with the hu-
manitarian and arms control commu-
nities who have extensive expertise on 
all aspects of the treaty and its imple-
mentation. 

Unfortunately, none of these obvious 
steps was taken. Instead, an opaque 
process involving limited consultations 
with the Pentagon simply resulted in a 
regurgitation of the Bush administra-
tion’s talking points. 

That is not what we expected of this 
administration, and I welcome the an-
nouncement that a comprehensive re-
view will be carried out. 

The United States has not exported 
anti-personnel mines since 1992. 

We have not produced anti-personnel 
mines since 1997. 

And the United States has not used 
anti-personnel mines since 1991—when 
many of them malfunctioned. 

In effect, we have been in de facto 
compliance with the treaty for 18 
years, with the exception of not yet de-
stroying our stockpile of mines. 

And in the interim we have invested 
millions of dollars to develop alter-
natives to indiscriminate landmines, to 
replace them with munitions that in-
clude man-in-the-loop technology, so 
they are not victim-activated. 

Indiscriminate landmines, whether 
persistent mines or those that are de-
signed to self-destruct or deactivate, 
are nothing more than booby traps. 
They cannot distinguish between an 
enemy combatant, a U.S. soldier, a 
young child, or a woman out collecting 
firewood. They do not belong in the ar-
senal of any modern military. 

I have supported President Obama 
and I look forward to supporting him 
on many issues in the future. I believe 
this can be one of those issues. 

I am confident that after a proper re-
view is conducted, and the President 
considers the equities, he will con-
clude, as our allies have, that the hu-
manitarian benefits of banning anti- 

personnel landmines far exceed their 
limited military utility. Ultimately, 
this is a decision President Obama will 
need to make himself, as President 
Wilson did almost a century ago. 

I want to commend the Government 
of Colombia, a country where land-
mines have taken and continue to take 
a terrible toll on civilians, for hosting 
the review conference. Colombia joined 
the treaty years ago. 

I also appreciate that the State De-
partment has sent a team of observers 
to Cartagena. I hope they use this op-
portunity not only to highlight the 
hundreds of millions of dollars the U.S. 
has provided for humanitarian 
demining and assistance for mine vic-
tims over the years, but also to learn 
from the delegations of countries that 
are parties to the treaty. 

I want to pay tribute to the leader-
ship of Canada, and my friend Lloyd 
Axworthy, who as Foreign Minister 
showed the extraordinary vision and 
leadership that culminated in the Mine 
Ban Treaty, and to the other nations 
that have joined since then. 

The treaty has already exceeded the 
expectations of even its strongest advo-
cates. The number of mine casualties 
has decreased significantly. The num-
ber of countries producing and export-
ing mines has plummeted. 

And at the same time, none of the ar-
guments of the treaty’s naysayers have 
come to pass. 

The United States is the most power-
ful nation on Earth. We don’t need 
these indiscriminate weapons any more 
than our allies who have abandoned 
them. 

We have not used landmines for 
many years. We should be leading this 
effort, not sitting on the sidelines. 

It is time for the United States to 
join the right side of history. 

f 

ANTI-KLEPTOCRACY 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on No-
vember 16, 2009, the New York Times 
published an article entitled ‘‘A U.S. 
Visa, Shouts of Corruption, Barrels of 
Oil,’’ that describes corruption in 
Equatorial Guinea, which is a major oil 
producing country. Specifically, the ar-
ticle highlights the comings and goings 
of Teodoro Obiang, son of Equatorial 
Guinea’s President, who is also the 
country’s agriculture minister. 

Mr. Obiang has been a regular trav-
eler to southern California, where he 
owns an estate reportedly worth some 
$35 million. He also, according to the 
article, owns a private jet and various 
luxury automobiles. 

How, one might ask, did he acquire 
such extraordinary wealth, in a coun-
try where many children die before the 
age of 5? Perhaps he is an exceptionally 
talented businessman, as Equatorial 
Guinea’s Washington lobbyists have 
suggested, who, when he isn’t running 
the agriculture ministry on a modest 
government salary, is earning huge 
profits that can be legitimately ex-
plained. It is fair to say that at least, 

and probably more, likely is that he 
has used his family connections to 
steer a portion of the country’s oil rev-
enues into his own pockets. 

Mr. Obiang’s case is not unique. To 
the contrary, it is a common practice 
in countries where the extraction of 
natural resources—whether oil, gas, 
timber, or minerals—is the primary 
source of income. From Angola to 
Kazakhstan, government officials and 
their families have abused their power 
and influence to enrich themselves by 
siphoning off a portion of the proceeds 
of the revenues from concessions and 
leases for the extraction of natural re-
sources, and from the sale of the crude 
oil or raw timber or minerals. 

Billions of dollars that could other-
wise have been used to meet the basic 
needs of the people in these countries— 
health and education—have instead 
gone into foreign bank accounts, in-
cluding in the United States. The bene-
ficiaries have enjoyed lives of comfort 
and privilege, while their people live in 
squalor. 

The land where oil is drilled, or 
where gold, cobalt, columbite-tanta-
lite, and other valuable minerals are 
mined, or where the forest is cut down, 
is often left in ruins. Soil and water 
poisoned by oil spills and other toxic 
chemicals, and drought from deforest-
ation, is left for those who have no-
where else to live, and for future gen-
erations. 

It is often also the revenues from the 
exploitation of natural resources that 
fund the purchase of weapons that fuel 
civil wars over control of those same 
resources in these counties. The pro-
tracted conflict in the eastern region of 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 
where thousands of civilians, and par-
ticularly women and girls, have been 
brutalized, is a prime example. 

Those who have protested this type 
of corruption, environmental destruc-
tion and waste, and exposed the theft 
by government officials of income from 
natural resources that is rightfully 
owed to the people of these countries, 
have often been harassed, arrested, tor-
tured, and even killed. I remember Ken 
Saro-Wiwa, who courageously led 
peaceful protests against the environ-
mental devastation caused by oil spills 
and gas flaring in Nigeria’s delta re-
gion. He was ultimately hanged, de-
spite last minute appeals from people 
around the world, by the corrupt and 
cruel dictator Sani Abacha. That was 
in 1995, but the corruption, waste, and 
abuses continue today in countries 
where too often the rule of law does 
not apply to those in power. 

In 2004, President Bush issued Presi-
dential Proclamation 7750, which sus-
pended entry to the U.S. of current and 
former public officials whose corrupt 
acts have or had serious adverse effects 
on the national interests of the United 
States. 

In 2007, I included a similar but more 
targeted provision in the State and 
Foreign Operations Appropriations 
Act, currently section 7086 of Public 
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